In our passage he is saying that land-wars in general were not on a large scale as there were no combinations of resources either on the basis of inequality or d'To 7%T I'rus; but rather wars tended to be purely local affairs between neighbouring 7TrrAEL9. Does the next sentence, tdALa-ra 8% ... S~L~i7q, illustrate or modify this? The orthodox and, I think, clearly correct view is that it modifies: 'The best exception is that long-ago war between Chalcis and Eretria in which the rest of the Greek world was divided in alliance with either side.' 9 It is not clear that rYv 7TrdAe1ov here (or in Hdt.) indicates anything more than that it is a war the mention of which should ring a bell in the minds of educated readers. Why it will do so we can only guess: perhaps they will be aware of it from poets or (less likely) early prose-works; perhaps it was merely general knowledge that there was a war between the two cities. If we think it likely that there was a series of squabbles between the two cities, if not a protracted war, this might be supposed to have left an impression on the popular historical awareness much as England's traditional enmity, or Scotland's traditional friendship, with France has done; cf. our phrases 'The Old Alliance', 'The Hundred Years War'. There is even a slight possibility that, even at this stage, it might only have been known about because it was controversial. At any rate if there was a shared corpus of knowledge/tradition, and this is indicated by the definite article here, there is no reason why it should be a uniform one. In short, it seems to me that TvY in both Thuc. and Hdt. could carry such a variety of implications that speculation on the matter, though it might be instructive, is ultimately bound to be fruitless. The best we could do would be to take SLtEUradoqr as 'were scattered in disorganised lack of agreement', 'torn apart', in the sense that they were not involved with one another either in conflict or alliance,'6 as opposed to 4LEplapOrl 'neatly divided', 'split into parties'. Needless to say, this is unsatisfactory, but it might have been the way it was understood by the scholiast following an earlier commentator (who was presumably using S~LEondo'aq in its normal sense). Anyway it is likely that the scholiast is here conflating our orthodox interpretation with its opposite. 17 Garbling of this sort by scholiasts is not at all unusual.
Apart from S(LEaTow q, then, I take the scholiast to interpret Thucydides as saying: 'Particularly in that long-ago war between Chalcis and Eretria the rest of the Greek world stood aloof as far as alliance with either side was concerned."'8
Thucydides' lack of lucidity, the possibility that e8Lor'q may have been obscure to a late Greek and that the scholiast might well have been a man of not very great knowledge or intelligence may suffice to explain our gloss: it may merely be a misunderstanding. Thus we would rightly be wary of giving any weight to the gloss by itself as an historical opinion. If, however, he is conflating two interpretations he is not himself responsible for them. There will originally have been two, or more, sources or groups of sources, one of which will have interpreted sEarvq by 8SEadTaOuq or words to that effect. The propounder of the opposite view is quite likely, primafacie, to have taken Thucydides' sentence as an illustration for reasons which, as we have seen, need not be far to seek, and explained it accordingly. It remains possible, however, that this view of the Chalcis-Eretria war was one held by serious scholars in antiquity and that the 'original commentator','9 with this view of the war in mind, sought to apply it to Thucydides.20 That serious scholars may have held such a view and that this view may not merely have stemmed from a misunderstanding of Thucydides I hope to show in the next section. (2) But even granted that Herodotus is referring to 'The Chalcis-Eretria war' here23 (and the definite article at v 99 does indicate that he has some sort of idea, however vague, of a war24) there is no indication that he connected these two passages in his mind; and if, indeed, he knew much about the war at all he did not consider it an important, and certainly not a Panhellenic, event.
The other evidence21 (i) Herodotus
Herodotus' conception of the war, at any rate, cannot be the result of misinterpretation of Thucydides i 15.3! Rather it is much the same as Thucydides' has been seen to be above-vague and unsubstantial.
(ii) Thucydides
Further indication of this in Thucydides can be found in other passages thought to be relevant. His information about Ameinocles' help to Samos,25 which is used as evidence for, but which does not require, a Corinthian-Samian alliance, comes only two chapters before his aside on the TrrAaL 7orE 7yEVOLEVOV 7dAEtLOV but no connection is made between the two incidents;26 nor is any made at vi 4, which is used as evidence for Chalcidian hostility to Megarians (in Leontini). 19 I am asked to stress that, on the whole, there is little evidence of much historical interest on the part of commentators on Thuc. This is a generalisation, however, from which it is quite unwise to jump to conclusions. This comment is quite likely to have come from the same source as a preceding scholium (in ABGc2), which does give us a piece of historical information not in Thuc., namely that the war was fought for the Lelantine plain: OrrdA 
